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ABSTRACT 



A discussion of the ways that consciousness may be 



involved m learning the principles of second-language discourse 'ind 
pragmatics draws on current theories of the role of consciousness in 
human learning in general, with suggestions for extension to the 
learning of pragmatics* First, research on the degree of 
consciousness in pragmatic learning and on consciousness and 
principles of language learning is reviewed* Three distinctions are 
examined: conscious perception versus subliminal influence in 
learning; explicit versus implicit earning; and intentional versus 
incidental learning* Anecdotal and empirical evidence that the 
research findings are relevant for the learnin^j of first- and 
second-language pragmatics is assessed* Further evidence for the 
generalization of principles of pragmatics and discourse is also 
discussed* It is concluded that data from experimental psychology 
clearly support the following hypotheses: (1) attention to input is a 
necessary condicion for any learning; and (2) what must be attended 
to is not input in genera: , but whatever features of the input play a 
role in tlie system to be -earned* For learning of second language 
pragmatics, attention to linguistic forms, functional meanings, and 
relevant contextual features is required. (MSE) 
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0. Introduction 



During the past decade, the study of interlanguage 
pragmatics has produced important empirical findings, primarily 
through the identification and comparison of speech act 
realization patterns in various languages based on data from 
both native and nonnative speakers. In addition to this focus on 
product, some attention has been paid to the processes of 
comprehension and production in second language pragmatics 
(Faerch & Kasper 1984, 1989; Kasper 1984). In contrast to these 
concerns, there has been little discussion of how pragmatic 
abilities are acquired in a second language. 

This chapter is concerned with the ways in which 
consciousness may be involved in learning the principles of 
discourse and pragmatics in a second language. [l] The role of 
'jonscious and nonconscious processes in the acquisition of 
morphosyntax has been hotly debated within the field of second 
language acquisition (Krashen 1981, 1983; Munsell & Carr 1981; 
Rutherford & Sharwood Smith 1985; Seliger 1983; sharwood Smith 
1981), but these debates have ignored pragmatic and discoursal 
abxlities. My discussion will of necessity be speculative, 
drawing on current theories of the role of consciousness in human 
learning in general, drawn primarily from cognitive science and 
experimental psychology, with some suggestions for the extension 
of general principles to the learning of pragmatics. This is an 
issue with important pedagogical implications. In second 
language teaching, as Richards (forthcoming) points out, there 
are currently two major approaches to the teaching of 
conversation in second language programs. The first is an 
indirect approach, in which conversational competence is seen as 
the product of engaging learners in conversational interaction; 
the underlying assumption is that the abilitv to carry on 
conversation (which includes pragmatic ability and other factors 
as well) is something that xs acquired simply ip the course of 
doing it. In practice, this leads to the use of group work 
activities or other tasks which require interaction. The second, 
a more direct approach, focuses explicitly on the strategies 
involved in conversation and emphasizes consciousness-raising 
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concerning these strategies. 

1. Is pragmatic knowledge conscious or unconscious? 

calls"?ifero?%%^^S?^ (ShL^ln^LdfS'K °^ ^^^^ 

discoursal rules? is'SL^S^Snco^SSoSs: ^^^^^'^^ 

"Rules of speaking and, more generally, norms of interaction 
lpe;k;rf^^i?h^"^H"^^^2^^' '^^t this means is tha? na??5e 
in?eSreta?}«^ of.r^^^S^^ competent in the uses anf 
prevSrif ? patterns of speech behavior which 

prevail in their own communities ara, with the exceni-ion 
paSrnS'i'i^'^ taught _ formulas , not ^^en aSare of^the °' 
lllttJil^ "^""^ °^ ^^^^^ ^P^^^h behavior. [Native 

s1e^\^^nl^iwol^L^n"°La1t?;^ ^^^^^^^^ ^^^^^ °- 

several types of evidence in support of her 
Se Lvs in Shf^h'?,,'*" reliable information concerning 

wliSectaJ may swSch ?i:,n onfT"' ^""^'^ """."^ biiinSSi"?r 

rwolfson nT?^^ ^^^^"^ descriptions do not match reality 

^woirson, D'Amico-Reisner & Huhpr ^qfl^^ • Z T^, 

linguists who rely on intn?i-f^ ^ ' -^^^ highly trained 

differences between Sei^i^nH 1 describe such phenomena as the 
may find thei?^n?n.-??n„! women's speech (e.g. Lakoff 1973) 

alLfi^alwayf r^Jy on1nLi??orr^S^ 

• ^ i-exy on mruirion rather than emDirical ri^i-^ 

Sro:rus?-fiiSsr& 

SDeaker;^^.-n?n.-J-''^''''^''^e^°"^ expect native 

speakers' intuitions abou!: these matters to be fallihie ^,->.o-k 

lo^i f °f ^he in??us?on o? prescriptive ' 

do^'SoSSn?^ a?a f ?i^:^i^^-tic beliefs? SSS^asSrShat 
should do sSond" ?Mc i^^i^ to report what they think they 
r,i-?r,i7„n ^T®??"^' ^^^s kind Of introspection violates basic 
inaScSa?; v^'l"?^"^^^?^ ^^^V^^" potentially^accSrate and 
WiSori977r W-,f ^ • ' 1984, Nisbet? & 

Wilson 1977) , because such intuitions are general rather i-h-^n 

2?uio?'info^'r"''\^^"^^"^ concur?en? anf soSetSeS 

SJiL information which could not be reported even if the 

lilt ''^^^ Ericsson and Simon propose that the 

?piLi"-°'^^^°" ^^^^ potentially available for accura?e self- 

information which is attended to in short-?em memo?v 
m the performance of a task, m other words, in orde?^o glv?an 



accurate report of your own performance, you must have been 
paying attention and aware of what you were doing at the time. 
Speech act realizations and other aspects of rules of speaking 
are often produced by fluent speakers with little conscious 
reflection or deliberation during their performance, and are 
therefore not accurately reportable. If accurate self-reports 
are limited to reporting information that has been stored as a 
result of one's own conscious tnought processes, intuitions about 
the linguistic behavior of groups are particularly suspect 
(Cameron 1985) . 

The evidence cited by Wolfson shows that native speaker? do 
not necessarily have access to their own rules of speaking, but 
it fails to show that speakers never have any access to such 
rules. Blum-Kulka (this volume) and Olshtain and Blum-Kulka 
(1989) have argued that Hebrew-English bilinguals in Israel 
exhibit heightened metapragmatic awareness and are aware of their 
code-switching behavior, odlin suggests that linguistic forms 
which are important: for communicative competence are, in general, 
highly salient and accessible to awareness, which may be why the 
metalanguage observed in anthropological linguistics tends to 
describe linguistic functions more accurately than linguistic 
form (Odlin 1986) . The fact that communicative behavior is 
sometimes accurately reportable, is also compatible with the 
principle that accurate self-report depends on information that 
is attended to during perfointiance. Pragmatic and discoursal 
knowledge is not always used automatically and unref lectively . 
Conversations vary a great deal in terms of spontaneity and 
planning (Ochs 1979) . Some people pre-plan telephone 
conversations, and writing involves a great deal of conscious 
deliberation and choices in discourse organization. There are 
many occasions on which particular care is given to producing 
appropriately polite language. Students may worry about which 
address form to use to professors, and many aspects of the use of 
personal address are not unreflecting responses to a determining 
context but represent strategic and sometimes manipulative 
choices (Kendall 1981) • 

Pragmatic knowledge therefore seems to be partly conscious 
and partly accessible to consciousness, although it cannot be the 
case that all pragmatic knowledge is accessible to consciousness. 
Just as linguists seek to discover general principles of language 
which are reflected in the effortless control of grammar by 
native speakers but of which they have no conscious awareness, 
research in pragmatics seeks to identify patterns and general 
principles which native speakers are equally unable to articulate 
based on introspection. However, even if a great deal of 
pragmatic knowledge is held implicitly and cannot be articulated, 
this does not tell us how such knowledge was established. 
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S^iii^"^- P®^f°""ance that currently relies on automatic 
processing and makes little demand on either attentioi or 
knSS?iS:i""??" ^^^^ originated frSm conscious Sec?ara?ive 
Sd ifTJ ' 1985). General principles pa^?erns 

bS? Sirdof.^^o?"-^^''^ "^^y ^^^^h of introspec?ISn 

Of cSciaf fL^Sre^o?"?.^^ °^ the possible role that awaLness ' 
?;=.«f7^ features of language rules, however incomplete and 
Slenl'c^r? L'll):" -tablishment of such kn^^" 

2. Consciousness and principles of language learning 

our ordinary language use of words like conscious 
Shv^gh°^^-^;^ ^°"^^i°^slv is ambiguous. T his is og ; reason 
oSfi^?°S'?^^ psychology and applild linguistics Save 
preferred to use related technical terms such as exolicTi- 
g|licit knowledge (Bialystok 1979, 1981;'K?ashIn^lflir5dU; 
tMfiv!^oJ^°S?-^"'^^? vs. automatic processina 

i981^^Mc?^;,a^?-^ ""S^^"^^' Bi^l^^t^k^oucha^d=R^^9L; Si;Sll 
ShiffriS nnH i ^ Rossman and McLoed 1983; Posner & Klein 1973; 
kno^ifnL''?? Schneider 1977); declarative vs. procedural 
knowledge (Anderson 1982; Ellis 1989a; Faerch & Kasper 1 984 » 

(Mculelland Rumelhart, & the PDP Research G roup 198 6) and so on 

e?SS2e terms does not by^^' i?sel? 

eliminate the ambiguities, odlin (1986) has discussed thP 

knoi?edarr "^i^\t^- contrast betwLn expUc?? :nd%iicit 
Sve ?dPnt??f ^een understood, and Norman and Shallice (1986^ 
have Identified ambiguities inherent in the concepr of automatic 
o? oonf??' °^ V^ich are exact parallels to ?he amS?gSSles 

and unooi^^-"^^^- ^^"''^ ^ ^^^^^ ^^^1 °f d^b^te about conSioi? 

P^°c^=ses has been fueled by conceptual and 
o?ffei!i?o^i disagreements (Bowers 1984; White 1980), It ?s 
preferable to grapple with these issues directlv rather th;,n 
masking them with alternative terms. ^^^^^^l^' ^^^her than 

of soi!th?n^^ t° that when we speak of having being conscious 
Ox something, we most often mean that we were aware of it thaf^^ 
we subjectively experienced it as part of the "s?reaS" of 
SoSpS^^^'^T^ (Battista 1978; James 1890; Natsoulis 1987). 
^Z lll' ""^tu fP^^^ °^ ^^^^"5 something consciously, we 

SoinS nr ti^^^"" ^5^5 ^^^^ awaren....s of what we wi re 

^t deliberately. This is one of the ma^n 
ambiguities involved in most discussions of consciousnesl • 
5oSrt98P?^^^r.S^ awareness vs. consciousness as intent (c^ci & 
Howe 1982). When we speak of consciousness as awareness there 
IS also a question of the degree or level of our awa?ene4s We 
^hL"'^!"^^^^^ ^^""^i^ noticed the occurrence of something or 
that we had an more abstract understanding of it (Bowers 1984) 



Therefore, when we speak of language learning as being conscious 
or unconscious, we might be thinking of several distinct aspects 
of the problem of consciousness in learning, including at least 
the following: whether a learner is trying to learn something; 
whether the learner is aware that he or she is learning; whether 
the target language forms that are learned are consciously 
noticed or picked up through some kind of sublim lal perception; 
whvather learners acquire general rules or principles on the basis 
of conscious understanding and insight or more intuitively; or 
whether learners are able to give an accurate account of the 
rules and principles that seem to underlie the construction of 
utterances. 

There is experimentally based literature from psychology 
that bears on all of these issues, along with a small amount of 
evidence from second language acquisition studies. It is useful 
to summarize the relevant research in terms of three principal 
distinctions. 

2.1 Conscious perception vs. subliminal influences in leariiing. 

My personal choice of a label for the key concept here is 
noticing , although there are a variety of technical terms for 
this, including focal awareness (Atkinson & Shiffrin 1968) , 
episodic awareness (Allport 1979) , conscious perception (Dixon 
1971) and apperceived input (Gass 1988). Each of these 
constructs presupposes the allocation of attentional resources to 
some stimulus and identifies the level at which perceived events 
are subjectively experienced and are reportable by the person who 
experiences them. [2] 

Events may remain unnoticed for several reasons — because 
attention is directed elsewhere, because the information is too 
complex to be processed, or because it is presented too quickly 
or too softly to be consciously seen or heard. While it is 
virtually impossible when observing naturalistic language 
learning to know exactly what the learner has or has not noticed, 
the existence of unnoticed information can be established under 
experimental conditions by the failure of subjects to report 
their awareness of a stimulus if asked immediately following its 
presentation. This criterion of subjective awareness can be 
contrasted with an objective measure of perception, which various 
experimenters have argued is best established by a subject's 
ability to discriminate among two or more alternative stimuli in 
a forced choice task (Cheesman & Merikle 1986; Eriksen 1960; 
Moore 1989) . 

Although many theorists believe that unconscious learning 
(in sorae s«>nse) predominates in second language learning, it is 
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nS^^r-i^f ^ ^'^^^ language learner consciously perceive 

notxce m input is unimportant for learning, a more diflfin^ 
question is whether it is necessary to notice what is sffn ? 
language in order for that informat ion ?o be scored ?r memo J v and 

^h!''^-^^ widespread belief (at least in North America) 
es?abSshIdior''S! °H ^^^^i^i^^l learning of some kind has SLn 
covert ^^nfnnif^-^ ""^!^- 1950-s, Packard objected to the 

covert manipulation of consumers through tJie use of subliminal 

Kev'f?973r (Packard, 1957) , a theme expanded JpS by 

Key (1973). Beginning in the l980's, subliminal audio casS??oS 
?^?oS^^-r^^^!^^ marketed which promised eve??thing ?rom cures 
imDro5:™in^ -"^ addiction to enhanced visual a ?ui??? 

ian^a^r? ^".^^^^ination performance and more effecti?4 
sSl^??lic sSnn^?; However, there seems to be virtual g no 

• ? swort for claims of behavior modification throuah 
SSb^Minal jessages. Moore has reviewed the research on ^ 
adveiSSfL I?^"-"^^^ advertising, concluding that the 
J^T™^?=S-^ stones everyone has heard about (such as the 
stimulation of movie theater patrons to buy popcorn or softdrink^ 
n^S??? ^^bl^^i^al messages) are apocryphal.^ sScS techn?Ses 
probably never were used, and even if they were, "there i?^no 
evidence that subliminal messages can influence motivation nt 
complex behavior" (Moore 1988: 293). MeJiSe has exImineS 
JS^?''';^^ distributed "subliminal" aud^o ?apes a^d sS??ected 
them to botn psychophysical experimentation and splStoqraphic 
e^eSded'sSf^mlia? -ssettes analyzed c^n^a^S^nf 

tfflntlteTAi:]^or^ ^^^^ -^^^ conceivably 

r^^^r^J.^^^^ ^^^f attested phenomenon of subliminal 

e§g|§tion. Stimuli which are presented too rapidly for 
?o SonsS^e ^ifai?!? • ^^-°^P-titi°n with task^ that are assumed 
strSc?u™ m attentional resources may activate existing memory 

iiS ngf^ Sa/?^°''^ri°"^ l^Sl' Marcel 198?). ^ 

Eich (1984) has reported experiments in which pairs of words were 
both presented to the unattended channel in a Shadowing ?ask one 
of which was _ ambiguous (for example, fair or f are) ? while ?h4 
other word biased its less common intiii?etati^( for example 

IH^^^pemnri'ir °^ '^^^ pa?rs^was p^S^'^ut 

in a spelling t st subjects were biased in the direction of the 

siow^^il^'w^rd™^- """"T ^'^'^^^ de:ons??a?ions' 

snow that words that are not consciously perceived or noticed 

S^«o--.P''S-^^^^^.^° ^^^^^ °f meaning. However? aU 

aemo.xocrations of subliminal perception so far have involved 
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subtle effects resulting from the unconscious detection and 
processing of very familiar stimuli. Such effects do not imply 
the creation of new memory structures, the establishment of new 
associations, or the learning of new concepts (Ericsson & Simon 
1984; Underwood 1976, 1982), and certainly nothing remotely 
analogous to learning a second language. 

At the present time, the available evidence is compatible 
with the strong assertion that there is no such thing as 
subliminal language learning or any other kind of subliminal 
learning. Second language forms that are not noticed do not 
affect learning. This allows the concept of intake in second 
language learning to be defined in terms of what the learner 
attends to and notices (Schmidt 1990) . 

2.2 Explicit vs. implicit learning . 

The contrast between subliminal learning and implicit 
learning, or learning without understanding, has to do with the 
level of awareness involved. I use noticing to mean registering 
the simple occurrence of some event, whereas understanding 
implies recognition of a general principle, rule, or pattern. 
For example, a second language learner might simply notice that a 
native speaker used a particular foru of address on a particular 
occasion, or at a deeper level the learner might understand the 
significance of such a form, realizing that the form used was 
appropriate because of status differences between speaker and 
hearer. Noticing is crucially related to the question of what 
linguistic material is stored in memory (Atkinson & Shiffrin 
1968; Kihlstrom 1984); understanding relates to questions 
concerning how that material is organized into a linguistic 
system. 

Implicit Isarninq refers to nonconscious generalization from 
examples. The general phenomenon of implicit learning has been 
well established in the psychological literature and is viewed as 
a natural product of attending to structured input (Hartman, 
Knopman & Nissen 1989; Reber 1989). There is a gathering 
consensus within psychology that the mechanisms of implicit 
learning probably involve the strengthening and weakening of 
connections between nodes in complex networks as the result of 
experience, rather than through the unconscious induction of 
rules abstracted from data. An example of this recent shift in 
perspective can be seen in the work of Reber, who has carried out 
numerous experiments involving exposing subjects to strings of 
letters generated by an artificial grammar. After training, 
subjects were able to make accurate judgements about the well- 
formedness of novel strings, without being able to articulate the 
rules of well-formedness (Reber 1976; Reber, Allen & Regan 1935; 
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l^ulk S' ^r^^ ^ • recently, Reber 

eSodPH ?nS.^''°^^^'^^%-^^^^^^"^ implicit learning was 

encoded m- the form of unconscious abstract representations t« 
a more recent publication, Abrams & Reber (1988rha?e sigge;ted 
^^SLi?^^''''-^ as demonstrated in these experiments 

probably rests upon some kind of covariation counter, a system 
mod^ • ^ rr-^ frequencies and event co-occ^rr^nces! on! 

model that simulates the mechanisms currently believed to 
V?n?f ^?ni'"S^'-''i^ learning is Parallel Distributed Processing 
^ ^^^'^ "^^^^ ^° "'o^^l acquisition of the past 
?qfi?f ^?v,f"'i (MacWhmney, forthcoming; Rumelhart & McClelland 

1986) , the development of visual word recognition skills 

Prln^r^SJ? acquisition of gender in 

French (Sokolik & Smith 1989). y^i^ci. j.n 

. Explicit learning, that is, conscious problem solving, 
?eprtseStatif^f mechanisms, including attempts to forS mental 
?oS^f^ S ! i.^^^^''^'-"^ memory for related knowledge, and 
R?f^ih? J"^^?!^'-"? hypotheses (Mathews, Buss, Stanle?, 

r ^ 1589; Johnson-Laird 1983 . Both 

iKiSiJ learning and explicit learning have particular 
strengths. Implicit learning appears to be superior for the 
ibp'^H^?! ^""^^^ Patterns based on perceptual similarities and 
• n °" °^ nonsalient covariance between variables, while 
aS iased oS'^-^^.'f superior when a domain contains rules that 
are based on xcgical relationships rather than perceptual 
sxmilarities (Mathews et al. 1989). f f x 

2.3 Intentional vs. incidental learning . 

both t;;%5;°"<=ePts of subliminal and implicit learning are 

Dotn related to the consciousness as awareness, incidental 
learning refers to consciousness as intent. If, as I have 
SiJi ^^"-^ necessary to notice the occurrence of linguistic 
forms m order for them to serve as intake for learning, is it 
SidL'T^^^;^ to deliberately pay attention to such features in 
?ea?n in oJderto'Sarnf generally, is it necessary to want to 

This is not as difficult a question as the others I have 
raised. In many cases, it does not matter if a language learner 
intends to pay attention or not. A language learner's limited 
processing abilities may make it impossible to notice something 

Jo™rS;v^^°^u^" "-"^^"^ ^° ^° '^^^^^ °ther cases in whiSh 
some task to be performed forces the learner's attention to be 
focused on some pieces of information rather than others, and in 
such cases what is stored in memory is the information that must 
Too^^ ^° ^° complete the task (Ericsson & Simon 

1984); the learner's intention to learn is irrelevant (Anderson 
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1985) . On tlje other hand, there are many situations in which a 
language learner is free to opt in and out of learning contexts 
and to pay attention or not, depending on one's personal 
hierarchy of deep goals and momentary dispositions (Baars 1988; 
Kahneman 1973; Kihlstrom 1984), and in such cases paying 
attention is crucial. 

3. Extensions to the learning of pragmatics and discoursal rules 

I have argued that linguistic forms can serve as intake for 
language learning only if they are noticed by learners; that 
paying attention to such forms is certainly helpful, but not 
necessary if other factors in the learning context focus 
attention on them so that they are noticed; and that general 
principles of the organization of language may be discovered 
through the use of eithf»r explicit or implicit learning 
mechanisms. I have also suggested that even in cases where what 
native speakers "know" about the pragmatic principles of their 
language is inaccessible to consciousness, such knowledge may 
nevertheless be based on insights and understanding at the time 
of learning, what evidence is there that these claims are 
relevant for the learning of pragmatics? 

3.1 First language learning of pragmatics 

Research on the acquisition of first language pragmatics 
suggests that both noticing and some level of understanding are 
important in such learning. Clark (1978) has observed that the 
types of metalinguistic abilities shown by preschool children are 
primarily related to communicative interaction rather than 
grammatical form. The ethnographic literature on language 
socialization shows that an important child-rearing goal is to 
develop the child's communicative competence. Demuth (1986) has 
reported on the prompting routines for appropriate verbal 
behavior that play an active role in the social development of 
Basotho children. Ochs (1986) has described the ways in which 
Samoan caregivers use prosodic strategies for teaching children 
how to encode affect-laden utterances. Clancy (1986) has shown 
how Japanese mothers Interweave questions and declarative hints 
to socialize children in the use of indirectness. Watson-Gegeo 
and Gegeo (1986) describes how Kawara'ae caregivers use repeating 
routines to teach children what to say and when to say it. These 
and many similar reports suggest that while parents and other 
caregivers use different socialization strategies in different 
cultures, there is probably universal validity to the observation 
of Gleason and Perlmann: 

"Unlike the acquisition of syntax, semantics, and even some 
sociolinguistic rules, when it comes to speaking politely 
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^^^^^ ^° to construct the rules 

^np^io^--^ .Here, they rake an active, even 

SS^of P^^^.^" directly instructing their children in the 
?985? 102) politeness devices!" (Gleason & PerlLSn 

Snow, Perlmann, Gleason and Hooshyar fl990) have 
sefiS;? interactions in 111 ^amiUes In order to 

Itt Zi^l ^? uf ^I?f°™ation concerning politeness strategies 
lltJlli^ available to children from their interaction with 
d?^??nJ' ^r;^"'^"^ th.it the basic limensions of power, social 
ttitlT^ °^ imposition underlie the general rule 

??^pf o^°^n5°^'^?-^^^'u^"°'' evidence ?or three 

di?pot J ^^^^ ""^^^^ ^^^^ available to children: 
?Sp S?™on -^'"'^ °J -general rules of politeness, manipulation ^f 
we?p i^Ho of politeness so that the relevant covariations 

""^^t salient, and information about the use of soeSific 

^aS'buf ?Lf .h'- ^^^^^ tyP^ of'inlorSftion wfs 

cSnAr-on plentiful evidence in their data that 

2?tif?fonf ^ ^Tli^'t^^^ ^^^^ t° particular 

situations, and that correlations between forms and the 

dimensions of politeness were made salient in interaction These 

Child^fn ? exposed to but also notice surface forms. 

Children are also presented with information that could be used 

principles (through either implicit or 
p??ic?pLs^dSec?ir^'^"'^"=^ ' '-^^ ^-^^^ underlying 

3.2 Second language learning of pragmatics 

rp;,rini"^H=,;'^''i^f.''^" ''?P°''^ ^^^^^ understandings much more 

o? noiL?^r ^5^1^;^"' it ought to be possible to examine the role 

abil?tv bv^Hn?t''"^^''^S^f^'"^ development of pragm.atic 

ability by adult second language learners directly, by askina 

a?f SI1?icuir?o'ohJ^"'^ experiences. Even so, th4 relevan?^data 
ff?^?i. to obtain, requiring both a sound methodology for 

eliciting self -reports (Faerch & Rasper 1987) and opportunities 

sLSv'oerfoJS?^: P^°""== °^ learning,^?a?hS tiS 

hav? Lon J^^^^^^''.''''''''^"^ competence. Unfortunately, there 

^pno«5 ? ^^"^ studies of any aspect of the phenomenology of 
second language learning and no studies at all which have 
attempted systematically to ascertain what le^arners have been 
conscious of as pragmatic principles were learned. 

„h = f. ^"^°^°tally there is evidence for a relationship between 
what learners notice and understand about pragmatics and 

""^^^ ^? learned. The following examples are from 
my own experience, either as a language learner or from 
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interacting in English with second language speakers with 
different linguistic and cultural backgrounds, and concern 
interactions aboui: which I wrote, brief notes to myself shortly 
after they happened* The first four examples represent the 
coincidence of recognition and insight with rapid learning; the 
last two represent instances of less successful learning, 

(1) In the course of a 22-week stay in Brazil, during which I 
progressed from no proficiency at all in Portuguese to the S-2 
level on the FSI scale (see Schmidt & Frota 1986 for details) , I 
kept a language learner's diary. Several entries illustrate the 
phenomenon of being told about some aspect of the pragTiatics of 
Brazilian Portuguese in class and then almost immediately 
noticing it in Input, such as the following: 

Journal entry, Week 6. This week we were introduced to and 
drilled on the imperfect. . .The basic contrast seems 
straightforward enough: ontem eu fui ao clube ["yesterday I 
went to the club"] vs. antiqamente eu ia ao c lube ["formerly 
I used to go to the club"]. L gave us a third model: ontem 
eu i^ ao club e ["yesterday I was going to the club"], which 
L says is a common way of ma> . .ig excuses. . .Wednesday 
night i^jnos came over to play cards, and the first thing he 
said vas eu ia telefonar para voce ["I was going to call 
you"}, exactly the kind of excuse L had said we could 
exp^act. 

(2) I noted in my diary reveral times the difficulties I had with 
telephone conversations, especi^^lly in knowing when and hou to 
end a converation (Schmidt & Frota 1936:276). I knew that with 
friends the closing move would be for both parties to say ciaol , 
but I could never identify the point at which I could say it, 

1 would often stand holding the phone waiting patiently for the 
other person to say it first. Finally, during the last week of 
my stay, a friend came to my apartment and used my telephone to 
make several calls. I listened carefully, and noticed th-^t in two 
successive^calls, shortly before saying caio, my friend said the 
phrase entao ta, which means no more than "so, then." Suspecting 
that this might be a pre-closing formula, I imm^^diately called 
another friend and after a faw minutes of talk, said entao ta , 
paused briefly and plunged ahead with ciao in the same turn. It 
worked, and after that I had no trouble at all getting off the 
phone efficiently. I subsequently asked several native speakers 
how to close a telephone conversation. None could tell me, but 
when I suggested the use of enl^ao ta, they agreed that was right. 

(3) Midway through my stay in Brazil, I took a trip to another 
city Jor several days^ and later wanted to send postcards to 
people I had met there. I wrote a few cards, and then asked a 
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native speaker to rewrite one for me. I noticed that he h^a^-n 
rephrasing my message with the expression f^ coSo esfSot^rso 

rJ??n?f«J sending the cards, I got a call from one of the 
SStSin? • "^•.'■y^ speaker of English who was a longterm 
resident m Brazil) who began the conversation by commenting that 

aLroor?I?r;.vr^ 5^ improving rapidly, given the colloqi^ali? 
appropriate style of my postcard. 

(4) On the first day of a two-week trio to Thailand I Dresoni-«rJ 

Jhe'llctSL^^" ^ cSnferenie! Tfttr 

SfiiS?^^ ' f^^^^^l Thais with whom I would be working for the 
lni}?!i ?T^^^^ approached me and made some brief remarks in 
English (I know no Thai) and then slipped away, i found mvself 
nn^oJj?? by myself much quicker than I expected, and had IhT 
feeling that my talk must have been very poorly 

th?: ?hat e^:S^^^? ^^l ^^^^^^^ ^^^^^ depressed about 

Joi fl^-K 5 S evening, I looked over some materials that I had 
??ea ????7f o'"^ the day, including an article by Sukwiwat and 
Fiea il^llL^ i"^ leave-taking in Thai. Sukwiwat and 

hn? J K ^^^^ conversations are closed quickly in Thai 

but tend to be drawn gradually to a close in English, so that 
Americans are often taken aback by what auDear to K'.h°,^S^^ 
?Mnr;hS''.^°'"-^'"'^f departures. Thais, on the o^her"hand, 

unieceJsSv^^rS^L'^^r -^^^i^^f ^^^^ °" excessively and involve 
unnecessary verbiage. I immediately realized that I might have 

For T/lltt^'^.^^^ significance of what had happened ea?ne? 

a? their SS^^?™"" ^ ^^^^^ ^^^^ ^° b^^t the Thais 

J ^^""f closing conversations faster than they 
«' r°'' ^^^"'Pl^ by suddenly announcing, "well, I'm leaving 
^?X\.r J. "e^''?^^ succeeded in getting away faster than they di?, 
^u%ll f ^^i-^ at this aspect of Thai behaV.or evaporated and I 

bv mv oi"°,ni^''°f behaving in a .ay that Sould b^. ?ude 

oy my own "ultural norms. 

iJLi^^ir^v-^^^ early I960' s and mid 1070's I lived mostly in 

E5?^i?;n^;SH'-?\''°''"^^^^\f"^ ^^^^""^ ^^^^ly proficient in both 
Egyptian and Lebanese Arabic. In some varieties of Arabic 

?1964?\?S^,^^?^5 relatives may address children with what'Ayoub 
(1964) has called bi-polar km terms, ego addressing alter with 
:vJ in its literal sense would be appropriate for 

^ addressing ego, e.g. a grandfather may address his 
grandaughuer with a term equivalent to "grandpa." This occurs 
^n^^^^?^^^" ''^"^^ ^° ^° something, but chooses a 

rp??i^iSoH^ request form, metaphorically reversing the power 
relationship between the two, v/hat Brown and Levinson (1987) 
on?i f>oi\S P°int-of-view operation. I knew of this phenomenon 

^i^wv,^^°^^u-.!''^'-''^^' h°^eve^- I never noticed parents using 
It with their children m ejt'.ar Egypt or Lebanon, although I 
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often observed parents and other family members interacting with 
children. Years later, I noticed the use of such a form when 
visiting friends from Lebanon in California. Playing in the 
swimming pool, the mother said to her son, in English, "ok. 
Baron, swim down the other end of the pool now. Mommy." I have 
since been assured by speakers of both Egyptian and Lebanese 
Arabic that they do use such forms, but second language speakers 
of Arabic whom I have asked have reported that, like me, they 
have never noticed it being used. 

(6) In several publications (Schmidt 1983, 1984) I reported on a 
case study of a Japanese learner of English whose overall level 
of communicative competence was superior to his rather 
rudimentary control of English grammar. In looking at tzie 
development of pragmatic ability by my subject, Wes, I found that 
he often used hints that native speakers of English, including 
myself, did not realize were intended as directives. For 
example, once in a theater, Wes turned to me and asked me if I 
liked my seat. I responded that my seat was fine, not realizing 
at all that he was indirectly requesting that we change places. 
After many years of interacting with Japanese speakers of 
English, ^ think that I now recognize such hints on most 

occasions, but this V^SS" » clritj l oaY-ninrr nrr^r'Cicc. 

' — . — « £ . 

All of these anecdotes indicate an apparently very close 
connection between noticing what was present in input and 
learning. Each case of successful learning also involved more 
than just noticing the forms used, but also an appreciation of 
their functional F.eaning, i.e. the fact that an imperfective 
signaled an excuse, that entgxp tl was a preclosing device, that e 
aT was useful for greetings, that an abrupt departure did not 
necessarily imply a problem. Two of my Portuguese examples also 
illustrate intentional rather than incidental learning — I was 
deliberately seeking speech routines for openings and closings, 
and discovered them. By contrast, in the case of abrupt Thai 
departures, the learning was incidental; I had no prior awareness 
of a learning problem or intent to learn anything. I noticed the 
behavior and may or may not have carried on some conscious 
inferencing in arriving at my conclusion that my poor lecture lay 
behind it (those thought processes are not recoverable) , but my 
corrected understanding of the significance of such behavior was 
fortuitous and the information was externally provided. In the 
case of the Portuguese imperfect used for excuses, explicit 
information about pragmatic function seems to have made the input 
more salient, though it is virtually certain that such forms were 
in input all along. 

In contrast to the Thai example, externally provided 
information about Arabic bi-polar kinterms had no effect on my 
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never noticed their occurrence in the dialects to 
which I was exposed, and they never became part of my competence 
i^^o,?? ^^^r^pl^ suggests some o.' the difficulty in 
accounting for what becomes conscious and what does not. This is 
a complex issue beyond the scope of this paper, but part of such 

unnn??°''f •r:?^^ ^"^^^'^^ Observation th^t events remain 

unnoticed if they are either uninterpretable in context or so 

ol Si nn?.3°v-%P^^^ °^ context (Baars 1983). The Arabic use 
of bi-polar kmterms seems to be especially opaque to native 
speakers of English, who find them nearly inintSrpretable.Ts ] In 
l^^y.^tT^°^ both Thai departures and Wes's hints in English, tJe 
S^?? -^^ noticing what was said but in underltanding 

what was inrended. The interpretation of hints is problematic for 
native speakers as well as learners (Ervin-Tripp live) SSt it S 
not clear to me why externally provided information wi^ 
sufficient to block future inferences from abrupt departures to 
perception of a problem in the case of my Thai example whe?eas 
alZltfn J^P^n^se speech behavior at a simi??r levefof 

• ^ quickly to the establishment of the 

appropriate mferencmg behavior. 

4. Explicit and implicit learning of general principles 

o<= ^..f'^i''"^ ^'^'^ examples involve understanding in the sense 

ei^S^S^"-"? =^^f^^f with meaning, none of them are good 

SScinfpf g^r.eralization from specific examples to more general 
SJiJ^^?- However, there are cases in which the learning of 

oJ^^f f""? discourse must involve such generalization, >or 

onilA recognition and use of frozen routines such 

as^ntao ta and e ai^ como estSo, but learning less frozen 
realizations ""^^^ ^""^^^ productive structures for speech act 

A good example of the involvement of consciousness in 
generalizing a formula has been provided by Ferguson in recalling 
?iJ= Arabic root-echo responses. There are numerous 

adjacency, pairs m Arabic in which a greeting, compliment or 
otner initiating utterance requires a formulaic response which 
contains a lexical item (usually a verb) derivea from the 
triconsonantal root of the most important lexical item in the 
initiating utterance. On one occasion, Ferguson bought an article 
or clothing m a market, and when the purchase was complete the 
seller said to him mabruuk (congratulations) . He did not know 
the response formula for this, but did know that an appropriate 
response form would be one which contained the root BRK from the 
first part of the adjacency pair. By analogy with sevej .1 other 
response formulas that he did know, he guessed what the root-echo 
response form might be. Ferguson comments: 
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"Probably 'alia ybaarik fiik was the root-echo response to 
BRK. I tried it, and the smile showed I had given the right 
reply- The whole analysis took only a split second, and was 
just like getting an instance of grammatical concord or case 
government right." r^^erguson l^^76: 14^) 

This is an example of conscious problem solving or exolicic 
learning, but I have indicated that iraplicit language learning is 
also possible. It may be useful, therefore, to spell out in some 
detail how more c,aneral principles of pragmatics might be 
acquired without being conscious of them. 

Following Fox (1937) and Spolsky (1989), I suggest that some 
pragmatic and discoursal principles ar-? better represented as 
associative networks rathar ^.han as prepositional rules, and that 
connectionist models are promising in accounting for those 
aspects of pragmatic knowledge that do appear to be unconscious. 
This may involve less of a paradigm shift in the areas of 
pragmatics and discourse zhan in syntax, since researchers in 
pragmatics have had a less fixed notion of what is meant by a 
"rule" of pragmatics than have syntacticians, and relatively 
little attention has been given to consideration of how such 
rules might be represented psychologically. Some 
ethnomethodologists have rejected the concept: of rules as 
conceived in formal logic as a model of social action (Mehan & 
Wood 1975) . Probabilistic network approaches have been suggested 
for the analysis of code-switching (Dearholt & Valdes-Falles 
1978); and Pomerantz (1978) has described compliment responses as 
the result of the cooperation of multiple constraints. Each of 
these approaches is compatible with a connectionist 
interpretation . 

There is one type of representation of pragmatic irules which 
I think is psychologically implausible, but which can also be 
recast in network form. The distribution of address forms has 
been represented i^y both Geoghegan (1971) and Ervin-Tripp (1972) 
in the form of a flow chart, illustrating decision points in the 
2orm of serially ordered binary selectors. For American English, 
Ervin-Tripp indicates that the first question to be asked is 
whether or not the addressee is a child or adult; then, if an 
adult, whether the interaction takes place within a status-marked 
setting; if the setting is not status-marked, whether the 
addressee's name is known; if the name is known, whether the 
addressee is kin; if not kin, whether the addressee is a friend 
or colleague; if so, whether the address is of higher rank; and 
so on, finally exiting the system with an appropriate address 
form. Ervin-Tripp and Geoghegan state explicitly that while 
paths through the flowchart represent rules, such flowcharts are 
like a formal grammar in representing a logical model and are 
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psychological models of decision-making. 
There are various problems with these models. Kendall i98in h,<= 
^°tf f ..2^^ ^^^^ ^^^y deterministic, and ?hat a^facJor^^^ 

called "dispensation," meaning essentially to disregard alf othsr 
factors, IS introduced to get around the problem of JariaMuS 

selectors also implies complete ^' 
scalability (each selector must be listed only once, and 
selectors encountered first in the flowchart must outweigh all 
subsequent selectors in their influence) , which cannot bf 
empirically supported. For the present discussion, the most 
important drawback to such modelS is that thr=y are unlikely to 
addrpJf reality, while conscious choices of wSich 
it^. ■^'^'^^ unclear situations might indeed involve 
w?SJ?n''^? consideration of the types of selectors contained 

K^-""^'^' ^^^""^ ^= li^^l^ ^^as*^" to suggest that 
automatic choices are made on the basis of speeded up serial 

aSn^fih^i Psychological accounts of automatic processing 

assume that parallel processes dominate. However, flowcharts 
such as those suggested by Ervin-Tripp and Geoghegan can easily 
of adSes' connectionist architecture, Ld the cSolce 

nno^i™!'' forms can be reconceptualized as a network of 
unordered connections between features of social context 
in^nn?r^%^^^' ?arital status, etc.) and linguistic 

=-"5:^-"-"- between social context features and 
^ddress forms may be so heavily weighted that the connection is 

^i??fL''^^^^°^rJ'' V^^'^ '^^y leading ?o 

j.uzzier, less determinate outcomes. 

>-^r,>.^°^^^^^^•"^^ °^ pragmatic knowledge that may be similarly 
JeKn^^^^S patterns of co-Jariation among 

? lu^'t^i context and the linguistic realizations of 
CcSpp /Sf have been empirically documented by analysis of 

CCSARP data (Blum-Kulka, House & Kasper 1989) . The theoretical 
tn^'^tT.lt P^°P°=^d.5y Brown and Levinson (1987), which attempts 
3l J • ""^f^ ''^^^ ^^"^^ pragmatic realizations to 

variation m three basic contextual features, social distance, 
power, and culture-specific evaluations of threat to face is a 
similar case, since these cooperating (or conflicting) 
constraints exert probabilistic influences. 

v;,iir.?^„''; ^^^"^^^ ?hat associative network models have some face 
validity as a model of implicit pragmatic knoT;ledge, we may then 
ask how such knowledge may be acquired, and specifically the role 

n«?LSS"^''i;''^"^.^ ^^^^^y ^° P^^y the establishment of a 
network. There is somr evidence from experimental psychology 
that bears on several aspects of this question. 

(1) Do Ir^rners have to keep track (consciously, by counting) of 
the frequency with which contextual or pragmatic features occur? 
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The answer to this is almost certainly no. Learners may be able 
to make reasonably accurate estimates of the relative frequency 
of such things, but they do not do so by counting, and it is 
widely accepted that attention to a stimulus evant is sufficient 
to trigger the automatic (effortless and unintended) encoding of 
its frequency of occurrence (Hasher & Zacks 1984) • 

(2) Do learners need to notice the specific relevant 
pragmalinguistic or contextual features of an event in order to 
trigger such encoding of frequency? This question is somewhat 
controversial, but the answer is probably yes, Hanson and Hirst 
(1938) point out that an event may be thought of as a cluster of 
attributes, ^ They report experiments supporting the hypothesis 
that attention to specific stimulus attributes is necessary in 
order to encode frequency information for those attributes, 

(3) Do learners need to understand the significance of co- 
occurring linguistic and social context features in order to 
acquire a network of complex covariations? This is perhaps the 
most interesting question, and strikes to the heart of what is 
meant by implicit learning. Experiments in implicit learning 
suggest that implicit learning may be self-organizing, and that 
it is not necessary to realize the significance of one event for 
another in order to establish connections, 

T.ewicki (1986) has reported a series of experiments designed 
to demonstrate the nonconscious detection of covariations 
involving social stimulus material. Subjects were presented with 
a series of descriptions of persons which mentioned a number of 
psychological and social characteristics. Some of these traits 
ware manipulated by the experimenter, either to confirm or 
disconfirm pre-existing stereotypes. After a learning phase, 
suiDjects rat^d new stimulus material. The experiments showed 
that correlations built into the personality descriptions during 
the learning phase influenced judgments in the testing phase. By 
running different versions of the same basic experiment, Lewicki 
was able to assess subject awareness at various points in 
learning. Subjects did notice the manipulated traits (as 
intended by the experimenter) and were momentarily aware of their 
co-occurrence in single stimulus descripti- .is. That is, they were 
able to recall both of them when questioner immediately after 
exposure. [4] - However, the subjects were unaware of any 
systematic relationship between the manipulated traits. When 
told that some traits (out of a large number used as descriptors) 
had been systematically manipulated by the experimenter, subjects 
were unable to identify which ones had been manipulated. 

Analogously, we can specify the minimum requirements of 
learning an address system (or any other system of complex 
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Sh^^o^,"?"! ^ ^- ^ second language. If the task is to accmire an 
?e?Svant oJ i^t'^L^^^ ingroup/outgroup distinction S ^ ^" 
relevant or m which address forms systematically vary by sex of 
addressee, learners must attend to and notice in incut both 

i^ar'?^'^.'°™; ^^^^^^"^ contextuarfeatu?es? ?hL may 

mean attending to features of context that either are not ^ 

?har?2Lninf ; ^^'^"^^ differently in the native language, so 
S Lis ^ ; "^"^ pragmatic system often entails learning how 
SL« interpretative assessments of the world. Howe?er it 

does not seem to be necessary for learners to make any conlciius 

encountered and ?he 
• ^^^^ correlated with such forms. For 

example, m learning the address system of Japanese, when you 
hear someone you know as Mr. Morita addressed as Morita-^un 
Where kun is an address form, you must notice bot h the form ^ and 
^$ >.^?i^''^"^v''°"^^^^^^l factors (these include sex, age a^d rank 
?his S ^^ressee, intimacy, tone, and setting? if 

lonllulil^ ^Lt^l^^^J°'' learning, but need not draw the 
?h2se fac?ors ""^^ addressed that way because of any of 

consciouIJ^^aiJJo'o^^ ''T^^ certainly be extremely helpful to be 
tha? f • ^"""r^ connections, it is sometimes argued 

tnat implicit learnma is snr«o>-i«»- r-- «v.^v,t«». Z.^ • 

^Kracshon ^QR^^ v,„+. 2c-' — Cwnocxoua problem solving 

i ' ^^\this seems to be true for only some types of 
iearnSa Tr^^V ■''f^'' reported several times that subjects 
ilSSp^L ^^"-fi ^nder an implicit learning condition 

In^^i^ ^° memorize examples, which presumably 

iS^Jo''^'^ ""^^^ ^^^^"^P^ ^° ^"^ly^^ the input) were better 
Jhole SnSf T'^K ""^^"^ generated by the grammar than 

^^fnnH^?^- ''^^^ ^° t^ t° fig^^^ the rules of 

^nSno f ^P"^.^""™^""- H°^ever, it cannot be assumed that 
subjects who attempted to discover the rules succeeded in doing 

poir- LSS?n2\S^J^iH^^'°":-^^^^^ exactly this 

Arguing that the particular artificial grammar to be 

to be abTrtS°?- f J^^^ ^^'"'^ ^ t^^t subjects were unlikely 
aLSo^ Ji^i- St^?'? ^^^^^ ^^^^ ^^^^ searching for, Reber now 
?SS " hn? " "^^^^ "^^^ if ^ann°t find 

?ReS4r ?989 M°f ^S'-^^^^'-'- i'^^ them" 

ivfHS?.^o ? 11^'. and McLaughlin (1986) report anecdotal 

lonow?na S 1 f S frequent occurrence of rapid restructuring 
toiiowmg "clicks of comprehension." 



Conclusions 



The data from experimental psychology clearly supnort a 

Sna^?^S^H''^>.!;^°^-^^'^ that Whatever learning might ?*esult from 

processing is msig lif icant compared to the results of 
attended processing. The data seem to me to be also compatible 
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with two much stronger hypotheses, that attention to input is a 
necessary condition for any learning at all, and that what must 
be attended to is not input in general, but whatever features of 
the input play a role in the system to be learned. For the 
learning of pragmatics in a second language, this requires 
attention to linguistic forms, functional meanings, and the 
relevant contextual features. I also claim that learners 
experience their learning, that attention is subjectively 
experienced as noticing, and that the attentional threshold for 
noticing is the same as the threshold for learning. Finally, I 
"'ave_ argued that, while incidental and implicit learning are'both 
possible, consciously paying attention to the relevant features 
of input and attempting to analyze their significance in terms of 
deeper generalizations are both highly f acilitative. 

I do not claim that the anecdotal examples from my own 
language learning experiences prove these points, because the 
most that language learner diary reports can establish is that 
learners have noticed crucial facts about language use. what is 
needed is much more systematically gathered data on what learners 
notice (and are able to report) and what they do not notice (are 
unable to report) as they are learning. [5] Suspicions have been 
voiced that "it is doubtful that [introspection] can shed light 
on how the learner moves from one state to another, i.e. how 
input becomes intake" (Ellis 1989b) . I think that investigation 
of the learner's thoughts at such points of change is just what 
needs to be investigated. Even the harshest critics of reliance 
upon introspective methods agree that individuals do know the 
focus of their attention at any given point in time, as well as 
the content of their current thoughts, emotions, evaluations and 
plans (Nisbett & Wilson 1977) and that these conscious thought 
processes can be reported. A priori conclusions that there will 
be no relationships between such phenomena and language 
development are unwarranted. 

No strong prescriptions for the teaching of second language 
pragmatics can be drawn from this discussion, but some general 
observations seem in order. Simple exposure to 
^sociolinguistically appropriate input is unlikely to be 
sufficient for second language 'icqu.isition of pragmatic and 
discour ial knowledge bc^-^vse the linguistic realizations of 
pragmatic functions are sometimes opaque to language learners and 
because the relevant contextual factors to be noticed feMr are 
likely to be defined differently or may be nonsalient for the 
learner. Second language learners may fail to experience the 
crucial noticings for years; The fact that this does not seem to 
happen in first language learning is attributable not to any sort 
of pragmatics acquisition device, but to the efforts that parents 
and other caregivers make in order to teach communicative 
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competence to children, using a variety of strategies. 

Motivation is an important determinant of the allocatinn r.^ 
cSie ionn' (C^°°kes & Schmidt 1989) . Because of ?he 

asso;eSp^tr^J°"%^"'°"? pragmatic realization strategies, ^ 
SeaJIJ ^nd and status relationships between speaker and 

hearer, and the expression of personality, it is likelv that 

a stronger relationship between motivation? ^ 
n?^Si^M 5-^ affective factors in the development of 

/""^ discoursal ability than in other aspects of 
language learning, such as syntax (Schmidt 1983). Those who are 
SSSS;"^'^ ''^^^ establishing relationships with target language 
Sspec^fof LSSf^ 'i^?'^ J° attention to^he p?I^I?ic 

nS^o ^Sj- E 5 ^""'^ ^° Struggle understand than those She a-e 
not so motivated. But since intentional learning is unnecessaJO 
Iea?nir^^rS ""^^^^^ attention to be focused on what ?s to be ^ 
contexts could pragmatic competence in classroom 

^nn!^^^ Si ^ through task-based language teaching (Long, to 
appear). Tasks can be selected which focus ?he learner's 

iTioctll convex?."'"'' co-occurring features 

of i-hf''Si^:''^S teacher-provided information about the pragmatics 

language can also play a role in learning, provided 
that It IS accurate and not based solely on fallible nlk?e 
?hS a?tention'?S'- ^^Pji-^teaching L often mor^ e^fSent 
fSa ? i"?""^ Identifying the pragmalinguistic 

fn?^na?L^n; Itl'^V' ^^"^^5^' ^he understanding of general rules 
?J98?f ^^r^r.SSL^fH''S"!K^^^^^y learning, but Grossberg 
mtVJ^ ■ l^^'^ ^^^^ learning mechanisms modeled in 
S?Sua?^?^JnL2^-''°J^^ t^^t because they result only from 

gradual changes m the bottom-up adaptive weicrhts of the network 

P^°=esses such as focused attention and 
Sm^h ? J^-^""^^^^^ actively reorganize the way in 

which input IS processed. This is not to claim that explicit 
knowledge somehow "becomes" implicit knowledge, bu? to ?ecogSize 
Ln??^f?'f' ° relationship between the mechanisms of Lplici? and 
explicit learning (Mathews et al. 1989), which justifies a 
consciousness-raism? approach to the teaching of pragmatics. 
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NOTES 

[1] I am grateful to Michael Long, Paul Munsell, and Danny 
Steinberg for very helpful comments on an earlier draft of this 
paper. 

[2] I owe the distinction made here b^itween information that is 
perceived and information that is noticed co Bowers (1984), who 
argues that information becomes conscious when it is processed to 
the level of short-term memorv and selectively attended to. 
Bowers also distinguishes between two censes of unconscious , 
refering to information that is unnoticed and information that is 
unappreciated or ^ncomprehended, and I have drawn upon his model 
in my description of subminal vs. implicit learning. 

[3] When I have presented this example to native speakers of 
English, they have often assumed that the mother must have meant 
for her son to "swim to Mommy," but this is not a correct 
interpretation, i.e. this is not an example of a missing 
preposition. 

[4] In another series of experiments, Lewicki (1986) attempted 
to demonstrate that information which is presented subliminally 
or which is not attended to may also lead to learning. These 
experiments did not successfully demonstrate learning, but some 
interesting subtle effects were found. Subjects responded more 
slowly to questions mentioning those stimulus traits ^.>.at had 
been presented subliminally. Lewicki argues that this 
demonstrates the internalization of weak processing algorithms 
which could eventually result in more demonstrable learning 
effects. Such an experimental demonstraticn would disprove my 
claim that there is no subliminal learning whatsoever. Baars 
(1988) has claimed that this zero-point question is essentially 
unanswerable and has obscured the more important and answerable 
question of whether more conscious involvement is needed to learn 
more information, the answer to which is clearly affirmative. 

[5] Michael Long (personal communication) has pointed out to me 
that language learners may sometimes produce a vocabulary item in 
a second language that they did not know they knew until that 
moment, not being sure that it is right and certainly not knowing 
how it ever got into the aontal lexicon. However, the issue of 
whether the learner noticed such a lexical item in input (which 
must have occurred, if my account is correct) is quite separate 
from the question of whether the learner will be able to say much 
later when it was encountered. We know all sorts of things 
without being able to recall the circumbtr.nces under which we 
acquired that knowledge. 
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